University teachers may be baffled that students often choose not to attend classes, not least because they believe that students benefit from attending. We surveyed first year students with the aim of gathering information on multiple aspects of their student experience. This paper focuses specifically on the factors that affect class attendance, as measured by self-reported estimates. We find that a wide range of factors affect attendance: some of these are more immediate, such as the quality of individual teaching sessions or staff; others are less proximate and reflect underlying attitudinal or socio-economic effects. We find that attitudes and aspirations vary across students depending on whether they are good, average or poor attenders and that lower confidence levels may adversely affect interest and motivation and thence attendance. The study highlights several interesting findings that require further investigation.
Introduction
Student attendance is a consistent source of frustration and puzzlement for teachers in Higher Education Institutions. Academics may be personally offended and baffled that students often choose not to attend, not least because academics believe that students benefit from attending. However, years of experience and a welter of evidence demonstrates that understanding and hence improving attendance is a complex problem. Simultaneously, institutional changes in education affect attendance in positive and negative directions. For example, an increase in student fees in UK universities may create the incentive for students to attend because each class foregone increases the average cost per class. In contrast, advances in learning technology, and the increased willingness of universities to utilise this technology -perhaps driven by a perceived need to satisfy their paying customers -may create structures in which students are more likely to elect not to attend. This paper investigates the puzzle of student attendance via application of a largely quantitative survey to first year students in a Business School located in the UK. It explores attendance and the various factors affecting it, some of which are immediate, others which are more structural and/or reflect student biographical attributes. This paper deploys a range of statistical techniques to explore patterns in the data and finds several associations between attendance and both immediate and background factors. Our findings suggest that attitudes and aspirations vary across students depending on whether they are good, average or poor attenders and that lower confidence levels may adversely affect interest and motivation and thence attendance. A caveat of these findings is that our sample is potentially subject to selection bias, as it will favour harder-working, higher-performing students who attended the classes where the questionnaire was distributed and collected; further exploration is necessary.
The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows: the next section presents a brief discussion of relevant literature. Section 3 provides a discussion of the statistical exploratory methods deployed in the study, as well as details of the survey utilised. Section 4 contains the descriptive statistics and results of the analysis. Conclusions and further directions for this research are provided in Section 5.
Literature review
Extant literature stresses the heterogeneity of students with respect to their motivations to attend lectures. Early research in this area by Laurillard (1979) argues that study strategies (and thereby attendance) are contingent on context. This implies that the structures created by the university and the individual tutor/lecturer will affect student behaviour. Biggs (1978) also suggests that learning strategies may vary in individual versus group situations. Students attend lectures for a variety of reasons. Bligh (1972) claims that the function or purpose and context in which the lectures are used are vital. He considers the following as the purposes of lecture attendance: the acquisition of information, the promotion of thought, and changes in attitudes. Gysbers et al. (2011) argue that students can be viewed as strategic consumers who will optimise their time use in order to gain an advantage from their educational experience and weigh the educational, efficiency and social benefits of attendance against time and opportunity costs. Gysbers et al. also reveals that students who attended lectures stated that they enjoy the personal style of a lecturer, social interaction and the opportunity for peer assisted learning. However, Billings-Galiardi et al. (2007) found that decisions to attend lectures were influenced by previous experiences with lecturers, predictions of what would occur during the session itself, personal learning preferences and time-specific learning needs, with the overall goal being the maximisation of learning.
Some researchers have argued that cognitive and learning styles (rather than personality traits) are the best predictors of the learning process (Kolb, 1984) , while Furnham and Medhurst (1995) claim that learning styles dictate, in part, seminar behaviour, as well as final grade. A typology is offered by Honey and Mumford (1982) who argue there are four different learning styles: activists, reflectors, theorists and pragmatists. 1 Other studies focus on student heterogeneity and emphasise the variety of reasons why students are motivated to attend lectures, beyond just differences in learning styles. Dolnicar (2004) categorises students into six groups, each with differing motivations to attend lectures. The first group are enthusiastic and are described as "idealists", feel enthused by lectures, and feel that lectures make knowledge meaningful. Dolnicar (2005) shows that this group of students also tend to enjoy lectures. "Idealists" were more likely to be older students. More than half of them work and can mostly be found in the Arts Faculty (Dolnicar, 2004; Dolnicar, 2005) . Other scholars might refer to this group as intrinsically motivated (see Entwhistle, 1981; Elton, 1988; Hennessy et al., 2010; Howorth, 2001; Koceic et al., 2010) .
The second group of students are described as "pragmatics". Pragmatic students want to know what they need to learn, they pay particular attention to information about assessment tasks and do not miss any relevant information (Dolnicar, 2004) . This concept of a 'pragmatic' student is further reinforced by Ditcher and Hunter (2004) who argue that these students adopt an 'instrumental' approach to education, meaning that they are likely to engage in study "not to enjoy that activity for its own sake but to achieve … some goal external to it" (Rowntree, 1981, p.133) . The "Pragmatics" tend to be over-represented in Commerce and Informatics as well as being the youngest on campus, reporting the lowest attendance rates and (yet) receiving the highest marks (Dolnicar, 2004) . In general, they also express a low opinion of lecturers and lecture quality.
2 In Elton's (1988) terminology, these students are extrinsically motivated. Early evidence of this type of motivation was reported by Snyder (1971) , who found that many engineering students at Massachusetts Institute of Technology in the 1960s had an instrumental approach to studying.
1
First, there are activists. Activists involve themselves fully and without bias in new experiences. They are happy to be dominated by immediate experiences. Second, there are reflectors. Reflectors supposedly like to stand back to consider experiences with a tendency to observe them from different perspectives. They collect data, both first hand and from others, and analyse the information before coming to any conclusions. Their apparent strengths are that they are: careful; thorough and methodical; thoughtful; good at listening to others and assimilating information; rarely jump to conclusions. On the other hand, they tend to hold back from direct participation; they have a tendency to be too cautious and are therefore slow to make up their minds and reach a decision. Furthermore, they do not take enough risks, are not assertive; are not particularly forthcoming and have no 'small talk'. Third, some students are theorists. Theorists adapt and integrate observations into complex but logically sound theories. They are logical 'vertical' thinkers; rational and objective; good at asking probing questions; disciplined in approach but their weakness is in lateral thinking. They do not accept uncertainty, disorder and ambiguity, and are intolerant of anything subjective or intuitive. Fourth, some students are pragmatists. Pragmatists are keen on trying out new ideas, theories and techniques to see if they work in practice. They like making practical and problem solving decisions responding to problems and opportunities 'as a challenge'. Their strengths are that they test things out in practice; practical, down to earth, realistic, business like, gets straight to the point, and technique oriented; however, they have a tendency to reject anything without an obvious application, are not particularly interested in theory or basic principles, have a tendency to grasp on the first practical solution to a problem, are impatient with waffle. Overall they are task-oriented not people-oriented.
2
Marketing students are underrepresented among "idealists" (Dolnicar, 2004) . Conversely, Cretcheley (2005) found that the views and behaviour of lecture attendees for mathematics courses reported little evidence of the kind of "pragmatism" reported by Dolnicar (2004) who found students (predominantly in Commerce and IT) attended lectures with low levels of enjoyment in order to gain essential information. Instead, Cretchley (2005) found that levels of pragmatism vary with discipline, content and study-goals, and are strongly affected by the characteristics of the lecturer in terms of effectiveness, commitment, and approachability.
A pragmatic approach to learning can be seen as an unfavourable personality trait when it comes to lecture attendance. Ditcher and Hunter (2004) argue that most students come to university with the motivations of increasing their career opportunities as well as studying subjects which interest them. It is when the first of these two motivations comes to dominate that it may become a particular concern for lecturers. The latter motivation, interest, directly and positively affects a students' attitudes to study, so when students progress towards a motivation mainly associated with career opportunities it can create a problem for the university as a place of learning, because learning is frequently sacrificed by the instrumental student in favour of 'getting through' a course and/or a degree. There is undoubtedly an argument that students who are 'pragmatic' may inhibit the learning pattern of idealistic students. As pragmatic students do not necessarily value or enjoy the subject itself but are more interested in getting through the course, university attempts to accommodate the needs of pragmatic students may be at the expense of or counter to the interests of idealistic students. Furthermore, students who are instrumentally motivated are likely to adopt a surface approach to studying, which does not lead to high quality learning (Biggs, 1999) . Not only do pragmatic students potentially inhibit the learning of other students, they themselves do not necessarily benefit from this approach to learning.
A third group of students (referred to as the "averagely motivated students") reported similar motivations to the "pragmatics" (Dolnicar, 2004) . However, they feel that attending lectures is easier than learning alone and that the lectures make knowledge meaningful. This group differs from the pure pragmatic perspective in that content of the subject was important. Dolnicar's (2004) fourth group is comprised of 'fundamentals oriented students" who share the main pragmatic lecture attendance motives, but additionally report that attendance would mean that they would be able to learn the fundamental principles of the topic. A fifth group of students were labelled "minimalists" (Dolnicar, 2004; Dolnicar, 2005) , and the only reason, they reported, to attend lectures was not to miss significant information (Dolnicar, 2004; Dolnicar, 2005) . Finally, the "everything but pleasure" students reported that most of the listed reasons apply, except for enjoying lectures and feeling enthused by them (Dolnicar, 2004; Dolnicar, 2005) .
The brief review of relevant literature above suggests several things about student attendance. First, given that students are heterogeneous, we ought to expect to find neither universal patterns in student attendance nor universal predictors of attendance. It may be that analyses of student responses from specific disciplines would reveal less heterogeneity and the results could be potentially more predictable; however, if we survey a cohort from mixed degree programmes then student heterogeneity should be the defining characteristic. Second, it is clear that a wide range of factors affect attendance: drawing on the literature above, these factors may reflect student learning types or styles, of which there are many. Further, these learning types and styles are themselves affected by other factors, such as the availability of facilities, family background, other social determinants, and specific attributes of the course of study, including the lecturer's style, in which they are engaged. Our survey instrument reflects all of these themes.
Methods
Data were collected from a Business School located in the UK using a hardcopy questionnaire. This questionnaire was distributed in the four lectures that spanned all level 1 students within the faculty in the spring term; this allowed us to collect data from students undertaking study in all disciplines taught in the Business School (Accounting, Business, Economics, Finance, HRM, Strategy, Operations, Marketing and Enterprise). The week chosen for questionnaire distribution immediately followed the deadline for submission of module choices for level 2. Given that module choice was another of the issues being investigated by the questionnaire, it was essential to ask students about their module choice at that time, in order to maximise accuracy of recall. Another option would have been to ask smaller groups of students, or to ask students at the precise point of making their module choices. The latter was logistically impossible and carried risks of inadvertently steering student choices and contaminating our data. Although we could have attempted probability sampling, this would have been logistically more complex; moreover, we had no basis on which to collect a more purposive sample. The questionnaire was distributed and collected by the researchers in the lecture theatres and all responses were confidential and anonymous. We hoped that this would raise the response rate (as compared with allowing students to take away and return their questionnaires, or by using online survey tools).
3 Nevertheless, because the survey was conducted relatively late in the academic year, and because attendance tends to fall as the academic year progresses, our total number of responses was relatively low. Of a potential population of 986 level 1 faculty students, only 286 usable responses were gathered (response rate: 29%), and not all of these responses completed the questionnaire in its entirety.
4 This is a disappointing response rate; however, it illustrates that attendance is a concern. Further and as discussed below, we believe that the sample is potentially biased towards the relatively harder-working and higher-achieving students who were more likely to attend when the questionnaire was distributed, and thus the response rate is meaningful and connected to the subject of this investigation. Nevertheless, our ability to generalise from the survey is limited.
The questionnaire was geared towards mainly quantitative analysis, deploying mainly closed questions which were pre-coded. 5 The questionnaire was laid out into separate sections. The first concerns module choice and the factors which affect it. Some students had no choice and hence this question was not relevant to them. The factors listed in question 1 reflect earlier literature (such as Hennessy et al., 2010) . In the majority of cases, our cohort of students had either one or two choices to make and the questionnaire had the flexibility to cope with this. From question 3 onwards, the survey addresses attitudes and aptitudes, which are self-reported by students. The survey also includes built-in cross checking -for instance, question 4 examines the students' perceived ability in a range of areas (such as verbal, organisational, problem solving, etc), while question 27 asks for actual test marks received. Overall, the survey questions collectively reflect our conjecture that module choice and attendance are affected by underlying values; for instance questions 6-9 address attendance patterns and motivations. For example, possible responses to question 9 with respect to why the respondent doesn't have full attendance, include clashes with social activities, being able to pass without full attendance, conflicts with work schedule, etc. The remaining questions in the survey seek to gather biographical information, which may be relevant in identifying underlying factors that affect both attendance and module choice. To ease exposition and brevity, this paper focuses on the data that appear to be directly related to attendance. As an extra incentive to complete the questionnaire, a prize of cinema vouchers was offered to a winner chosen randomly at a later date. This was permitted through the use of lottery tickets, where a number was attached to the top of the questionnaire and that same number was also retained by the student using a lottery ticket. A number was then chosen at random and the student who retained and could produce the appropriate lottery ticket was awarded the cinema vouchers.
Data analysis
The average age of the respondents in the final sample (after cleaning the data of clear-cut cases of measurement error and missing information) is 19.44 (with little variation around that), 78% self-reported as being White ethnic, 91% report themselves as not being an overseas student, 29% had taken a gap year before coming to university, 91% responded to Q15 that they are satisfied or very satisfied, and the sample group are on a variety of undergraduate programmes. This information, along with other descriptive statistics for the data set are provided in Table 1 .The majority of the sample self-identify as female (62%). This is not typical of UK universities or Business Schools Our suspicion that the sample is potentially not representative of first year students in the UK is complemented by the fact that students reported a high level of ability in question 4 (mean across the ability indicators of 68.9%), which is also supported by their reporting of relatively high achievement scores in question 27 (mean of 71.3% across these three indicators). Interestingly, while the scores for ability and achievement seem related, correlations between the different ability indicators of Q4, the average of Q4 across all its components and achievement scores from q27 did not exceed 0.25. 7 Further, students report a level of attendance which is higher than we might expect for level 1 students at this specific stage in the academic year (approximately 90% report at least 60% attendance). We will return to the question of attendance below.
{Insert Table 1 here} In terms of attitudinal responses, results from our descriptive analysis suggests that intellectual stimulation is important (see the high scores reported for q3_2, and q5_14, and the low score reported for q5_4), a finding which is also supported by responses to questions about module choice.
8 This supports the theory that students have intrinsic motivation for study. There is some evidence also that self-respect or recognition are important to the students in our sample (see, for example the high mean scores for q3_5, q3_6, and q5_9). Additionally, 'success', as measured by career success and/or financial reward are important: these affect module choice as some modules are viewed as more likely to improve the probability of these future successes. However, there is little evidence of other forms of instrumentalism in our sample, in the specific sense of preferring modules which are easy.
There is some evidence of social effects, either in terms of peer evaluation or pressure, or their motivation or work effort being affected by group dynamics. Social relationships were shown to be generally important (q3_11) or as motivators (q5_12) or behaviour changers (q5_15). Correlations (see Table 2 ) also suggest seminar group dynamics are important with the presence of more able students in a group positively affecting learning (see q5_6, q5_15, q5_19). However, there is limited impact of educational habit, as defined as whether the student's parents studied at university. The proportion of students who had a parent with university education was low (29% for father, and 26% for mother). Given the scope of the exploratory analysis in this study, future research could delve into whether there is an impact of these variables on a student's attendance levels.
{Insert Table 2 here}   7 The result of this correlation analysis is that there is no clear evidence for an association between performance and specific perceived abilities.
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For example the mean score for choosing a module because it looked more interesting than alternatives was 4.16, and for 'I wanted to learn more about this subject' the mean score is 4.23.
More generally, there was evidence in our data of associations between a range of factors. For instance, the statistics presented in Table 2 suggest, for example, that student confidence may be important. There are correlations between student annoyance at difficulty (q5_4) and nervousness about exams (q5_5), and expressions of being interested in the programme (q5_17, q5_18). These may have implications for explaining attendance because some of these confidence measures are also associated with responses on work effort (q5_10, q5_11) or giving up (q5_8). This raises the question of whether 'lazy' students really are so: perhaps they are simply struggling or feel as if they are.
9

Attendance
The main focus of this paper is on attendance, and on exploring factors that potentially affect it. In doing this we are, to some extent, allowing the data to reveal statistical association and, of course, identifying whether there is support for extant theories on what might affect attendance. The literature reviewed above suggests that a range of factors affects students' learning strategies. These include their own personal learning styles, level of interest in the subjects, intrinsic and extrinsic motivations, and -because learning strategies may be affected by context -structural and context-specific determinants of all of the above. Beyond -or perhaps beneath -those factors may be underlying factors of character, background, circumstance, etc. which might affect attendance.
We also conjecture that attendance is affected by values, aspirations, ethics., availability and attractiveness of substitutes, past performance, and context-specific factors. Factors affecting or associated with attendance outcomes are therefore in q3, q5, q6, q8, q9, q10-19 and q27. The attendance outcome is measured via q7. This measure is self-reported and is inevitably subject to measurement error, which could result from flawed memory and/or social desirability bias. Given that we are using categories (quintiles) rather than a precise estimate, this measurement error will only affect cases lying on the boundary between classes. However, the use of classes per se could be considered problematic, as it reduces the information set available to us. On the other hand, subject to caveats about their accuracy, our bands do allow us to provisionally cluster students according to attendance, and this is done below.
As noted above, students in our sample are generally high attenders: roughly 90% of our sample report attending at least 60% of their classes. A first step is to assess whether there are general factors that affect attendance across our entire sample. We can do this via a variety of statistical tests. Given that we hypothesised that students may choose to use materials posted on a Virtual Learning Environment (VLE) (in this case, Blackboard) rather than attend, we asked students when they downloaded material from the VLE; this is also a proxy for engagement. Approximately one third of our sample downloaded material prior to the lecture. Slightly more download during the week after the lecture. Only 5% never download the material. Of greater interest is the relationship between attendance and downloading material from the VLE. Table 3 shows that there may be some relationship.
{Insert Table 3 about here} Overall, the correlation between Q6 and Q7 is negative and non-negligible (r = -0.31) suggesting that to some extent students substitute use of the VLE for attendance. However, as the Table shows, this relationship is far from simple. Importantly, it does seem that those who 9 A complement to confidence may be ambition. If we examine correlations between q5 and q3, which considered 'values', as shown in Table 3 , then we see again some evidence of association between ambition and interest.
claim to attend more seem to download earlier. That suggests that for those students, the VLE acts as a complement to their attendance.
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The other questions relevant to attendance are those dealing with motivation and biographical details and those asking directly about reasons for non-or incomplete attendance. In general, students did not state that working last minute on assessments (q8_1) was a reason for reduced attendance. However, this may merely reflect the sample: those working last minute on assessments may simply not have been in class to be able to respond to this questionnaire. Students did not admit to missing classes because of their duration: the mean score for this is so low (mean = 0.03) that we would not attribute it solely to sample selection bias. However, missing classes because they are not stimulating (q8_3) scored much higher. Perhaps unsurprisingly this score was strongly correlated (r = 0.42) with the teacher being uninspiring (q8_14, mean = 0.51): once again this underlines the importance of human relations in learning. In line with q6, there was some evidence that the VLE can substitute for attendance (mean for q8_5 = 0.41). There is also reason to believe that timetabling does affect attendance (q8_15). However, there was little other evidence that elements of social life (q8_6, q8_7, q8_8) were important in deterring attendance. Similarly, constraints such as work pressure did not seem to be important, with the exception of feeling ill or tired (q8_13).
Given the possibility that our results may be suffering from sample selection issues, it is reasonable to suggest that the mean scores for q8 would have been higher than we report if the full cohort provided responses to the questionnaire. However, an alternative argument is that although none of the individual reasons is enough to explain non-attendance, a combination of reasons might be. An analysis of correlations within q8, the majority of which have coefficients less than 0.25 and are therefore omitted for brevity, suggests some evidence for clusters of factors which together might militate against attendance. For example, 'classes are not stimulating' (q8_3) correlates with 'material is available on Blackboard' (q8_5, r = 0.34) and 'the teacher is uninspiring' (q8_14, r = 0.40). Similarly, social factors such as 'my friends don't attend' (q8_6) correlates with other social factors, such as 'I take material and information from friends' (18_11, r = 0.40). So although these reasons for absence may not seem highly important on average, they might be important for some students.
That reasoning leads us to split the sample by attendance rate. We split the sample into three groups: high attenders (at least 80% attendance, n = 160), medium attenders (attendance rate 60-79%, n = 96) and low attenders (attendance rate less than 60%, n = 22). These results are shown in Table 5 . Interestingly, some theories are not supported here: for example, there is no difference between students in these groups in terms of the interest which they express in their module choices (see, for example, means for q1_i_1 and q1_i_11). Similarly, 'poor' attenders claim to be more strongly motivated than 'good' attenders in terms of career (q3_1, q3_6). Indeed, only in terms of development, status and satisfaction did the 'good' outscore the 'poor' in terms of values (Q3).
{Insert Table 4 about here} A similarly mixed picture emerges in terms of Q5, on aspirations and attitudes. Attendees classified as 'poor' score higher than 'good' ones in terms of expressing boredom and in terms of giving up (q5_17, q5_7, q5_8), and yet they claim to care more about parental feelings (q5_12) and claim to get nervous less than 'good' attenders do (q5_5). On the other hand, 'good' attenders more often express the importance to them of doing well and therefore the need to work hard: the mean scores for q5_10 are considerably greater for 'good' attenders than for 'average' and 'poor' attenders. Also, the mean score for 'good' attenders on q5_16 is much greater than for 'poor' attenders, suggesting again that confidence may be an important factor in affecting performance. This impression is reinforced by comparing the means for q4. Scores for 'good' attenders are almost always higher than for 'poor' attenders, particularly on organisation (q4_3) and motivation (q4_7). Our 'poor' attenders may have poor self-image, as reflected in better reported performance for the 'good' attenders across the courses examined (mean of q27: 73.18 > 67.04).
Results are again mixed across q8 (reasons for reduced attendance). Comparing means across 'good' and 'poor' attenders shows a clear pattern: 'poor' attenders score higher than 'good' ones on almost all questions. Much higher scores on q8_4, 5, 6, 10, 11 and 15 suggest that a combination of convenience factors are cited by 'poor' attenders as factors lowering their attendance. The finding for q8_5 reinforces the above discussion about VLEs: for 'poor' attenders they appear to be a substitute for attendance. For 'good' attenders, the highest mean scores for Q8 refer to a lack of stimulation, perhaps an uninspiring teacher.
Correlation coefficients were estimated for the entire set of variables (not reported for brevity); however, there are very few correlation statistics of note. Again, some of the strongest are with q8_3 (classes are not stimulating). Even for these high attenders, if classes are not interesting enough (intrinsic motivation), and the teacher is uninspiring (q8_14) and materials are available on the VLE (q8_5) (and (perhaps therefore) classes can be passed without attending (q8_4)), and the time of the class is regarded as unfavourable, then students report being less likely to attend. For the medium attenders, the correlation between class stimulation and inspiring teacher is even stronger (r = 0.47). A conjunction of factors seems to be associated with reasons for reduced attendance, although this may be a fairly disparate group. There are many more strong correlations between parts of q8 for low attenders, but the sample size (n = 22) makes us treat these results with extreme caution. Nevertheless, the strong correlations do suggest that there may be things to explore within this group. Further, the lack of clear patterns in the 'average' and 'good' attenders leaves something more to be explained. The conjecture about a cluster of associated, reinforcing reasons for nonattendance seems plausible, and is supported by post-questionnaire anecdotal evidence.
Factor analysis
Further analysis of association can be done via factor analysis and by regression analysis. The analysis generates some interesting results, although also perhaps some less helpful ones. Application of factor analysis to Q3 reveals two clear factors: one factor that seems to capture a number of variables associated with rounded personal development and one factor related to status within a career; these results are presented in Table 5.   11 {Insert Table 5 about here} Application of factor analysis to Q5 reveals the existence of four coherent factors, as shown in Table 6 , which we name 'effort', 'interest and confidence', 'social' and 'quit'. The first factor brings together variables which explicitly discuss effort and success. The 'interest and confidence' factor coheres around contradictory statements (the degree is fun, versus boring) which can feed into initiatives that can emphasise relevance or change teaching techniques; the fact that these cohere with q5_5 -about being nervous before examssuggests again that interest and confidence may be linked. However, as noted before, comparing 'good' and 'poor' attenders does not show clear difference in intrinsic motivation. Similarly, the fact that questions such as q5_16 (being able to keep up) does not link to this second factor seems to weakens this thesis. Instead q5_16 appears in the 'social' factor alongside q5_6, q5_15 and q5_19, which all concern the effects of social dynamics on learning and effort (and, by implication, attendance). The final factor 'quit' comprises parts of Q5 concerned with low motivation, low expected satisfaction, giving up (both professionally and academically) and annoyance that the programme is hard (q5_4). The last variable suggests again that lower confidence may act to reduce apparent interest and motivation, and thence attendance. Consistent with that, q5_4 and q5_16 are negatively correlated, although not strongly.
{Insert Table 6 about here} Application of factor analysis to Q8 reveals 8 disparate factors, as shown in Table 7 . The 'info from friends' factor corresponds to an ease of gathering information especially from friends, whereas the 'social' factor corresponds to the clashing of learning with a social life. The 'dull' factor reveals, in line with earlier results, that unstimulating and uninspiring classes are reasons for non-attendance. The 'effort minimising' factor corresponds to a dimension seemingly related solely to passing without much effort (which begs the question why these individuals felt the need to attend the classes in which the questionnaire was distributed) and this effect is separate to the need to earn 'money'. Between these two factors sits a factor related to a lack of relaxation in class, travel/commuting problems and time of day ('q8FIVE') which is difficult to fathom out, not attending only if one is 'sick', and being due to dependents, an inability to understand lessons and not feeling part of a class, all of which may be related to being 'distracted' from class, peers and the lecture content for various reasons. Although this analysis is mainly exploratory it does emphasise the need for greater efforts to understand better these dimensions.
{Insert Table 7 about here}
Regression analysis
As a next step, we estimate an ordered logistic regression with attendance outcomes as the explanandum and the regressors being a combination of the factors just generated and other individual-specific characteristics. The regression is applied to the whole sample rather than to sub-samples due to the fairly limited sample size and a general-to-specific approach was employed in order to arrive at the most parsimonious model. 12 These regression results are shown in Table 8 . 13 {Insert Table 8 about here} These results shown indicate only a handful of statistically significant variables; but there are, in addition, a number of variables with high odds ratios which, consistent with Ziliak and McCloskey (2008) should not be ignored. The regression results suggest that 'Effort' levels are the strongest driver of attendance levels. In terms of the magnitude of the odds ratio, the second most important issue associated with attendance is the complementary nature of Blackboard downloads -this is most probably endogenous, and whether Blackboard content encourages attendance or complements attendance remains a moot point. The final statistically significant variable in the regression analysis is 'distracted'. This factor is associated with having dependents, an inability to understand lessons and not feeling part of a class. It could be capturing a need or drive to understand the content of classes in spite of a perceived inability (real or perceived) to socialise with peers.
Conclusions
This paper reports findings from a largely quantitative study conducted on a heterogeneous group of first year students across a range of programmes in a British Business School. Various quantitative techniques were applied to the data collected in a questionnaire. The paper finds a number of interesting potential relationships between self-reported attendance and a configuration of factors which may affect it. The findings offer some support for the importance of intrinsic motivation in encouraging attendance. It strongly suggests that stimulation (both intrinsic, and that inspired by instructors) plays a role in getting students into the classroom. However, factors such as the social dynamics of the classroom, and of students' wider lives, also play important roles. Interestingly, we also find evidence that Virtual Learning Environments affect attendance; however, the relationship between the two is not straightforward: some of the best attenders tend to use the VLE as a complement to attending. Significantly, and in an addition to the literature, we find tentative evidence that confidence may be a factor affecting attendance. It may not be that students opt out because they are intrinsically not motivated or stimulated; rather they opt out because they feel as if they are struggling. However, the findings of the paper must be taken with extra caution, given the likely strong selection bias present in our sample. For that reason alone, further investigation of attendance is necessary. Moreover, our results indicate some unclear relationships, i.e. many relationships are complex and may hold for some groups, but not for others. This is to be expected in such a heterogeneous group. For these reasons we suggest the need for further analysis, a large proportion of which ought to be qualitative, as we believe this will allow us to explore individual cases (and possible connections between them) most effectively. Focus groups and individual interviews of students may be deployed to explore different student types, and different combinations of factors affecting attendance among these types. In particular we must target 'poor' attenders, who are under-represented in our sample. However, we should also approach good attenders, to assess in greater depth whether intrinsic motivation is indeed a key determinant of attendance, and to explore which factors create the conditions for intrinsic motivation to emerge. q5_1  q5_2  q5_3  q5_4  q5_5  q5_6  q5_7  q5_8  q5_9 q5_10 q5_11 q5_12 q5_13 q5_14 q5_15 q5_16 q5_17 q5_18 q5_19  q5_1 1.000
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